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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bardos (U.S. Patent Number 4,256,362) in view of Curtis et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
5,339,305), and further in view of Edwards (U.S. Patent Application Publication US 
2002/0136143 A1; cited as pertinent prior art in previous action). 

Regarding Claim 1 , Bardos discloses a method of reading a set of data stored in 
a memory device, the method comprising: 

causing a first optical beam 21 to interfere with a second optical beam 22 at a 
prescribed angle there between at a first selected hologram containing at least a 
segment of the set of data (column 3, lines 19-20) and having a discrete location (the 
linear portion of the film; column 3, lines 23-24) and a corresponding address (the 
holograms are recorded in specific lines on the film; column 1, lines 26-30) in the 
memory device 14, generating thereby an N th diffraction order wavefront (the light 
transmitted through the hologram; column 5, line 12); 

wherein the first and second optical beams are characterized by a wavelength, 
an optical path length, and a state of polarization (inherent to any optical beam); 
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sensing the N th diffraction order wavefront diffracted from the hologram (done by 
the the photodetector 15, where as specified in column 5, lines 12-23, Bardos' 
photodetector 15 senses all the light produced from the hologram, necessarily including 
the diffracted light); 

and reading the set of data corresponding to the selected hologram and 
contained in the deconvolved N th diffraction order wavefront (column 5, lines 63, through 
column 6, line 12, bearing in mind that what Bardos refers to as "demodulation" is a 
deconvolution of the data). 

Bardos does not disclose "correlating the N th diffraction order wavefront with a 
correlation pattern which includes the set of data, where N is an integer; and, if a 
correlation peak occurs, deconvolving the N th diffraction order wavefront and the 
correlation pattern." 

However, note that the wavefront generated in Bardos is an N th diffraction order 
wavefront, where N is an integer (in column 1, lines 36-40, Bardos states that the light 
of interest is the first order diffracted beam). 

Curtis et al. discloses an optical correlator in which the N th diffraction order 
wavefront (the wavefront diffracted from hologram 12) and a correlation pattern which 
includes the set of data 14 are correlated (at output plane 18). 

Curtis et al. later discloses electronics for processing correlations (column 6, line 
21-24). This obviously includes checking for a correlation peak, and, if a peak occurs, 
deconvolving the N th diffraction order wavefront and the correlation pattern. 
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Curtis et al discloses a whole range of uses for optical correlation (column 13, 
lines 33-45). For example, Curtis et al discloses that optical correlation might be useful 
in access-control through facial identification. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bardos to include correlating the N th diffraction order wavefront 
which includes the set of data, where N is an integer, as taught by Curtis, and if a 
correlation peak occurs, deconvolving the N th diffraction order wavefront and the 
correlation pattern. 

The motivation would have been any of the benefits disclosed by Curtis et al. 
Take, for example, access-control through facial identification. It would have been 
obvious to modify Bardos to add this benefit. It would require checking for a correlation 
peak (to see if a match occurs between an input face and a stored face allowed 
access), and deconvolving the N th diffraction order wavefront and the correlation pattern 
(to record which individual face requested access). 

Bardos in view of Curtis et al. does not disclose that the first selected hologram 
appears "in a selected layer of a plurality of layers in the memory device." 

Edwards discloses that traditional holographic recording systems have difficulty 
locating the hologram accurately (paragraph 35). Edwards then discloses a memory 
device with a plurality of layers (Fig. 4A). Edwards discloses that the additional layers 
may be used to accurately locate a probe beam (paragraph 0041). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bardos in view of Curtis as taught by Edwards to include a plurality 
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of layers in the memory device, so that the first selected hologram appears in a selected 
layer of a plurality of layers. 

The motivation would have been to enable accurately locating a hologram, as 
taught by Edwards, improving performance. 

With respect to claim 3, Bardos discloses in column 4, lines 5-7, that the first 
optical beam has a frequency ©i and the second optical beam has a frequency ©2. 
Thus the two beams have different wavelengths. 

3. Claim 2 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bardos in 
view of Curtis et al., and further in view of Edwards, as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Fowles (Introduction to Modern Optics, 2 nd edition, 1989). 

Bardos in view of Curtis, and further in view of Edwards, discloses the method of 
reading a set of data as discussed above. 

Bardos in view of Curtis, and further in view of Edwards, does not disclose 
"wherein the first optical beam and the second optical beam emanate from an extended 
light source or a light source with a broad spectral composition." 

Fowles discloses causing a first optical beam (from slit Si) to interfere with a 
second optical beam (from slit S 2 ) wherein the first optical beam and the second optical 
beam emanate from a source with a broad spectral composition (sunlight, or any bright 
source, disclosed in the first paragraph of section 3.2, page 59). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Bardos in view of Curtis, and further in view of Edwards, to 
include the use of two beams emanated from a light source with a broad spectral 
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composition as taught by Fowles. The motivation would have been to avoid the 
expense or complexity of using a laser light source. 

4. Claim 4 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bardos in 
view of Curtis et al., and further in view of Edwards, as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Mezrich (U.S. Patent Number 3,767,285; disclosed in IDS). 

Bardos in view of Curtis, and further in view of Edwards, discloses the method of 
reading a set of data as discussed above. 

Bardos in view of Curtis, and further in view of Edwards, does not disclose 
"reading the set of data corresponding to a second selected hologram and in the N th 
diffraction order wavefront by changing the optical path length of one optical beam with 
respect to the other." 

Mezrich discloses a recording medium 16 and reading the set of data 
corresponding to a second selected hologram (there are N 2 holograms on recording 
medium 16, disclosed in column 1, lines 55-56) and in the N th diffracted order wavefront 
(the wavefront of equation 10) by changing the optical path length of one beam with 
respect to the other (done by the beam deflector 12 and the hologram array 14. This is 
described in column 2, lines 21-25 for recording). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bardos in view of Curtis, and further in view of Edwards, to include 
the recording medium and method of reading from it of Mezrich. The motivation would 
have been to be able to read from any one of many holograms, improving storage 
capacity. 



Application/Control Number: 10/065,882 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2656 

5. Claim 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bardos in view of LaMacchia et al. (Applied Optics, Vol. 7, No. 1, January 1968), and 
further in view of Edwards. 

Regarding Claim 7, Bardos discloses a method of reading a set of data stored in 
a memory device, the method comprising: 

causing a first optical beam 21 to interfere with a second optical beam 22 at a 
prescribed angle there between at a first selected hologram having a discrete location 
(the linear portion of the film; column 3, lines 23-24) and a corresponding address (the 
holograms are recorded in specific lines on the film; column 1, lines 26-30) in the 
memory device 14, generating thereby an interference pattern (column 4, lines 52-54); 

wherein the first and second optical beams are characterized by a wavelength, 
an optical path length, and a state of polarization (inherent to any optical beam); 

sensing an N th diffraction order wavefront diffracted from the hologram, where N 
is an integer (done by the the photodetector 15, where as specified in column 5, lines 
12-23, Bardos' photodetector 15 senses all the light produced from the hologram, 
necessarily including the diffracted light); 

and reading the set of data in the deconvolved N th diffraction order wavefront 
(column 5, lines 63, through column 6, line 12, bearing in mind that what Bardos refers 
to as "demodulation" is a deconvolution of the data). 

Bardos does not specifically disclose (1) "wherein the N th diffraction order 
wavefront includes a correlation peak signal and the holographically stored data of the 
"sensing" step. Bardos also does not specifically disclose (2) "correlating the 
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holographically stored data and the correlation peak signal in the N th diffraction order 
wavefront, and if a correlation peak occurs, deconvolving the holographically stored 
data and the correlation peak signal." 

LaMacchia et al. discloses (1) reading a hologram (Fig. 1) wherein the N ,h 
diffraction order wavefront (the virtual image wavefront, discussed on page 92) includes 
a correlation signal and the holographically stored data (the autocorrelation term in 
LaMacchia's equation 8 includes both). LaMacchia et al. further discloses (2) 
correlating the holographically stored data and the correlation peak signal in the N ,h 
diffraction order wavefront (done in the autocorrelation term of equation 8), and if a 
correlation peak occurs (if the peak signal intensity, equation 12, is high enough), 
deconvolving the holographically stored data and the correlation peak signal (the stored 
data is only distinguishable from noise if the peak signal intensity is high enough, as 
discussed on page 92, in which case the signal is deconvolved ). LaMacchia does this 
in order to read one individual hologram from a media with many superimposed 
holograms, improving storage capacity. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bardos in view of LaMacchia et al. to include (1) reading a hologram 
in which the N ,h diffraction order wavefront includes a correlation signal and the 
holographically stored data, and (2) correlating the holographically stored data and the 
correlation peak signal in the N th diffraction order wavefront, and if a correlation peak 
occurs, deconvolving the holographically stored data and the correlation peak signal, as 
taught by LaMacchia above. The motivation would have been to be able to read one 
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individual hologram from a media with many superimposed holograms, improving 
storage capability. 

Bardos in view of LaMacchia et al. does not disclose that the first selected 
hologram appears "in a selected layer of a plurality of layers in the memory device." 

Edwards discloses that traditional holographic recording systems have difficulty 
locating the hologram accurately (paragraph 35). Edwards then discloses a memory 
device with a plurality of layers (Fig. 4A). Edwards discloses that the additional layers 
may be used to accurately locate a probe beam (paragraph 0041). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bardos in view of LaMacchia as taught by Edwards to include a 
plurality of layers in the memory device, so that the first selected hologram appears in a 
selected layer of a plurality of layers. 

The motivation would have been to enable accurately locating a hologram, as 
taught by Edwards, improving performance. 

With regards to claim 9, Bardos discloses in column 4, lines 5-7, that the first 
optical beam has a frequency coi and the second optical beam has a frequency co 2 . 
Thus the two beams have different wavelengths. 

6. Claim 8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bardos in 
view of LaMacchia et al., and further in view of Edwards, as applied to claim 7 above, 
and further in view of Fowles. 

Bardos in view of LaMacchia et al., and further in view of Edwards, discloses the 
method of reading a set of data as discussed above. Note that Bardos in view of 
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LaMacchia, and further in view of Edwards, reads the data by creating interference 
between two beams of light. 

Bardos in view of LaMacchia et al. does not disclose "wherein the first optical 
beam and the second optical beam emanate from an extended light source or a light 
source with a broad spectral composition." 

Fowles discloses causing a first optical beam (from slit Si) to interfere with a 
second optical beam (from slit S 2 ) wherein the first optical beam and the second optical 
beam emanate from a source with a broad spectral composition (sunlight, or any bright 
source, disclosed in the first paragraph of section 3.2, page 59). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Bardos in view of LaMacchia, and further in view of Edwards, to 
include the use of two beams emanated from a light source with a broad spectral 
composition as taught by Fowles. The motivation would have been to avoid the 
expense or complexity of using a laser light source. 

7. Claim 10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bardos in 
view of LaMacchia et al., and further in view of Edwards, as applied to claim 7 above, 
and further in view of Mezrich. 

Bardos in view of LaMacchia et al., and further in view of Edwards, discloses the 
method of reading a set of data as discussed above. 

Bardos in view of LaMacchia, and further in view of Edwards, does not disclose 
"reading the set of data corresponding to a second selected hologram and in the N th 
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diffraction order wavefront by changing the optical path length of one optical beam with 
respect to the other." 

Mezrich discloses a recording medium 16 and reading the set of data 
corresponding to a second selected hologram (there are N 2 holograms on recording 
medium 16, disclosed in column 1, lines 55-56) and in the N th diffracted order wavefront 
(the wavefront of equation 10) by changing the optical path length of one beam with 
respect to the other (done by the beam deflector 12 and the hologram array 14. This is 
described in column 2, lines 21-25 for recording). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Bardos in view of LaMacchia, and further in view of Edwards, to 
include the recording medium and method of reading from it of Mezrich. The motivation 
would have been to be able to read from any one of many holograms, further improving 
storage capacity (LaMacchia taught superimposing holograms, but teaches that there is 
a limit to how many holograms can be superimposed in one place; Mezrich then allows 
for even more capacity). 

8. Claims 13-14, 17-18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bardos in view of Reis et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,877,875). (The 
following rejection is repeated from the previous office action). 
Regarding claim 13, Bardos discloses: 

means (Fig. 1) for creating an interference pattern between two beams of light 
(21 and 22) at a selected memory location in the recording media 14, generating 
thereby an N th diffraction order wavefront; 



Application/Control Number: 10/065,882 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2656 

means 15 for sensing the N th diffraction order wavefront emanating from the 
selected memory location; and 

means (Fig. 1) for reading the holographically stored data from the N th diffraction 
order wavefront. 

Bardos does not disclose a plurality of recording media "containing a set of 
holographically recorded data at discrete memory locations therein wherein each 
memory location is identified by a corresponding memory address." 

Reis discloses a plurality of storage media containing a set of holographically 
recorded data at discrete memory locations wherein each memory location is identified 
by a corresponding memory address (see Fig 1: 10, 12, 14, etc., and column 2, lines 
16-27). Reis further discloses having a plurality of storage data media to increase total 
storage capacity (see column 1, lines 56-59). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the device of Bardos for using multiple storage media instead of 
using a single storage medium. The motivation would have been to increase the total 
storage capacity as described by Reis. 

With regards to claim 14, Bardos does not but Reis does disclose use of memory 
access media (16, 18, 20, etc., are visible in Fig. 1 of Reis) alternately interleaved 
between the plurality of recording media (10, 12, 14, etc.), for allowing access to the 
data recorded at the discrete memory locations. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
inventionto modify Bardos to include memory access media alternately interleaved 
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between the plurality of recording media as taught by Reis. The motivation would have 
been to allow access to the data recorded at the discrete memory locations. 

With regards to claim 17, Bardos discloses wherein means for creating an 
interference pattern between two beams of light comprises a coherent source of light 
(light source 10 may be a laser, which is inherently coherent, column 3, lines 16-17). 

With regards to claim 18, the two optical beams of Bardos each have a different 
wavelength (column 3, lines 47-49). 

With regards to claim 20, Bardos discloses means to change the wavelength of 
the first beam of light or the second beam of light (column 3, lines 49-53, a frequency 
shifting device such as a suitable acousto-optic element). 

9. Claim 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bardos 
and Reis as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Fowles. (The following 
rejection is repeated from the previous office action). 

Bardos in view of Reis discloses the method of reading a set of data as 
discussed above. Note that Bardos in view of Reis reads the data by creating 
interference between two beams of light. 

Bardos in view of Reis does not disclose "wherein means for creating an 
interference pattern between two beams of light comprises an extended light source or 
a light source with a broad spectral composition." 

Fowles discloses means for creating an interference pattern (at point P) between 
two beams of light (from slits Si and S 2 ) comprises an extended light source or a light 
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source with a broad spectral composition (sunlight, or any bright source, disclosed in 
the first paragraph of section 3.2, page 59). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Bardos in view of Reis so that means for creating an interference 
pattern between two beams of light comprises an extended light source or a light source 
with a broad spectral composition. The motivation would have been to avoid the 
expense or complexity of using a laser light source. 

10. Claim 22 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bardos in 
view of Reis as applied to claim 1 3 above, and further in view of Messinger. (The 
following rejection is repeated from the previous office action). 

Bardos in view of Reis disclose a memory device for reading data as described 

above. 

Bardos and Reis does not disclose "wherein means for reading the 
holographically stored data from the N th diffraction order wavefront is in communication 
with a distributed computer network, the network including network devices configured 
to execute program software allowing the devices to send, receive, record, store, or 
process original, compressed and decompressed holograms or sets of data between 
and amongst themselves via the network." 

Messinger discloses a distributed computer network, the network including 
devices configured to execute program software allowing the devices to send, receive, 
store, or process original, compressed and decompressed sets of data between and 
amongst themselves via the network (background of the invention: column 1 , lines 20- 
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46). Note also that Messinger discloses that the network allows personal computers to 
use data stored in data storage memory devices belonging to the network ("network 
mass storage subsystems," column 1, line 31). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the data storage memory device of Bardos in view of Reis to have 
the reading means of Bardos' device being in communication with a distributed 
computer network capable of sending data as taught by Messinger. The motivation 
would have been to achieve the benefit of allowing any user to have access to the read 
out data at any computer station in the network. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

11. Claims 5-6, 11-12, and 15 are allowed. 

12. The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 
Regarding claims 5 and 1 1, the closest prior art of record fails to teach or 

suggest reading the set of data in the N th diffraction order wavefront for a second 
selected hologram by changing the wavelength of one optical beam with respect 
to the other. 

Regarding claim 6 and 12, the closest prior art of record fails to teach or suggest 
reading the set of data in the N th diffraction order wavefront for a second selected 
hologram by changing the state of polarization of one optical beam with respect 
to the other. 

Regarding claim 1 5, the closest prior art of record fails to teach or suggest 
wherein the plurality of recording media comprise layered holograms and 
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wherein the interference pattern exists over a dimension less than a thickness of 
the recording media along the direction of travel of the beams of light. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

13. Claims 19 and 21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 3 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant has argued that the phrase "appearing in a selected layer of a plurality 
of layers in the memory device" renders these claims allowable over Bardos in view of 
Curtis. However, the claims have now been rejected as unpatentable over Bardos in 
view of Curtis and further in view of Edwards. 

15. Applicant's first argument with respect to claims 7 and 9 has been considered but 
is moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant has argued that the phrase "appearing in a selected layer of a plurality 
of layers in the memory device" renders these claims allowable over Bardos in view of 
LaMacchia. However, the claims have now been rejected as unpatentable over Bardos 
in view of LaMacchia and further in view of Edwards. 
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16. In response to applicant's argument second argument with respect to claims 7 
and 9, that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes 
that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, 
or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. 
Cir. 1992). 

In this case, LaMacchia teaches that it is possible to superimpose holograms 
(LaMacchia - Introduction, page 91). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that superimposing holograms improves storage capacity. Therefore, there 
would have been sufficient motivation for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
these references. 

17. In response to applicant's argument that the rejections of claims 13-14, 17-18, 
and 20 is improper, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary 
reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it 
that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the 
references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would 
have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ871 (CCPA1981). 

In particular, Reis suggests using a plurality of storage media to increase storage 
capacity, storing data at discrete memory location wherein each memory location is 
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identified by a corresponding memory address, and the use of memory access media 
alternately interleaved between the plurality of recording media for allowing access to 
the data recorded at the discrete memory locations. Given Reis' teachings, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art how to modify Bardos to include 
these elements. 

The applicant argues that the proposed modification "would change the principle 
of operation of Bardos for reconstructing information contained in a single hologram." 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. The modification would merely extend the 
principle of operation of Bardos from reading a single hologram to allow reconstructing 
information from multiple holograms, as suggested by Reis. 

Conclusion 

18. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher R. Lamb whose telephone number is (572) 
272-5264. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM Monday 
through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hoa Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-7579. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Hoa, 



This is a final rejection. It is the multi-layer holographic reading method case; one of my 
more difficult cases. 

A few comments: 

1. They amended claims 1 and 7 to overcome my rejection, but I have added another 
piece of prior art to my previous rejection (in a 103) to cover the amended parts. 

2. I had already told them claims 5-6, 11-12, and 15 would be allowable if rewritten 
in independent form. They have done that. 

3. I had objected to claims 19 and 21 and they have rewritten them to fix it. I now 
think they would be allowable, but I have still objected to them because they are 
dependent on a rejected base claim. 

4. They made some arguments about my 103 rejections (that there wasn't any 
support, etc.) but I believe I have responded to every one. 

Finally, 

5. I had objected to one of the drawings because there were many labels on it not 
explained in the specification. They added a new paragraph to the specification to 
explain the figure. I don't believe it adds any new matter; all the parts in that 
paragraph were already explained somewhere else in the specification. However, 
you might want to take a look at it, because my training so far has not really 
covered what is considered to be new matter and what isn't. 



Chris 



